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Abstract

In this paper we introduce a new type of norm for semimartingales. Our norm is
defined in the spirit of quasimartingales, and it characterizes square integrable semi-
martingales. This work is motivated by our study of zero-sum stochastic differential
games, whose value process we conjecture to be a semimartingale under a class of
probability measures under some conditions. The norm introduced here seems to be
the right one to study general square integrable semimartingales, and it is also suit-
able for studying semimartingales under nonlinear expectation. Using a similar idea,
we introduce a new norm for the barriers of doubly reflected BSDEs and establish
some a priori estimates for the solutions. Our norm provides an alternative but more
tractable characterization for the standard Mokobodski’s condition in the literature.
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1 Introduction

In recent years, the notion of nonlinear expectation, in particular the G-expectation
of Peng [21], has received strong attention in the literature. Roughly speaking, a G-
expectation is a nonlinear expectation taking the following form: E¢ := SUPpcp EF,
where P is a family of mutually singular probability measures P and in general the
family P does not have a dominating probability measure. For a random variable &, the
conditional G-expectation IE{[¢] can also be defined so that it satisfies the time consis-
tency property, see e.g. Section 4 of this paper. Such conditional G-expectation is called
a G-martingale which, by Soner, Touzi and Zhang [27], has the following representation:
denoting Y; := EF[¢],

t
;=Y +/ ZsdBs — K¢, P-as. forall P e P, (1.1)
0
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where B is the canonical process, P is a class of martingale measures, and K is a
nondecreasing process with Ky = 0. This result can be extended to second order BS-
DEs of [30], and the closely related G-BSDE of [14]. In particular, a G-martingale is
a supermartingale under each P € P. It is clear that a G-supermartingale is also a
supermartingale under each IP € P.

In Pham and Zhang [24], we studied a zero sum stochastic differential game. Under
certain conditions, we show that the game value exists:

Y, := inf sup B} (€] = sup inf B} (€] 1.2
¢ := Inf sup E €] sup inf I €] (1.2)

Here U and V are appropriate sets of admissible controls, IP*'* is a probability measure
induced by the controls (u,v), and EF'"" denotes conditional expectations (abusing the
notations slightly here by using sup and inf instead of ess sup and ess inf in appropriate
sense). The present paper is motivated by our efforts to understand the dynamics of
the game value process Y.

Notice that, for any fixed v, sup,, ¢y, EF*"[¢] can be viewed roughly as a martingale
under a nonlinear expectation, and thus has supermartingale property under each prob-
ability measure. However, the additional inf,cy induces submartingale property. In-
deed, one can show that Y is a submartingale under the nonlinear expectation induced
by P := {P“": (u,v) € U x V}. So our natural question is:

What is the structure of a G-submartingale?

Since the sup,<;, and inf,cy induce the supermartinagle and submartingale proper-
ties respectively, we conjecture that the game value process Y should be a semimartin-
gale under each P*“". More generally, given a GG-submartingale Y, one may expect
that Y = M + L, where M is a G-martingale (and thus a supermartinagle under each
probability measure) and L is a nondecreasing process, in the spirit of the Doob-Meyer
decomposition, but under nonlinear expectation. Then by (1.1) we expect that

t
Y, =Yy +/ Z.dBs + A;, P-as. forall P e P, (1.3)
0

where A := L — K is a a semi-martingale under each IP € P. While the above analysis
is intuitively clear, its rigorous proof is by no means easy, because it involves a priori
estimates for total variations of A under each P € P.

Our first goal of this paper is to introduce a norm which characterizes square in-
tegrable semimartingales, under a fixed (linear) probability measure. Our norm is
strongly motived from the definition of quasimartingales. The main feature is that the
norm involves only the semimartingale itself, without involving directly its decomposi-
tion. This is important in applications because the semimartingale under consideration
is typically a value process and thus has a representation, e.g. the process Y in (1.2).
We prove that a progressively measurable process is a square integrable semimartin-
gale if and only if it has finite norm in our sense.

We next extend our norm to semimartingales under nonlinear expectations, in partic-
ular the G-expectation. We show that, any progressively measurable process with finite
norm under G-expectation in our sense has to be a semimartingale under each proba-
bility measure. Our long term goal is to apply our norm, or its variations if necessary,
to study the structure of general G-semimartingales, and in particular the nonlinear
Doob-Meyer decomposition. We remark that the game value process Y in (1.2) is the
unique viscosity solution of path dependent Bellman-Isaacs equations, see [24]. Thus
the semimartingale property of Y can also be viewed as regularity of viscosity solutions
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of path dependent PDEs. For the viscosity theory of path dependent PDEs we refer the
readers to [7] for the semi-linear case and [8, 9, 10] for the fully nonlinear case.

Another contribution of this paper is to provide a sufficient condition for the well-
posedness of doubly reflected backward SDEs (DRBSDE, for short). There are typically
two approaches in the literature. One is to assume the Mokobodski’s condition, namely
there exists a square integrable semimartingale between the two given barriers, see
e.g. Cvitanic and Karatzas [4], Peng and Xu [22] and Crépey and Matoussi [2], and the
other is to use local solutions, see e.g. Hamadéne and Hassani [12] and Hamadene, Has-
sani and Ouknine [13]. The latter approach, while easy to verify its conditions, does not
yield any norm estimates. We remark that such estimates are important in applications,
for example when one considers discretization of DRBSDESs, see e.g. Chassagneux [1].
In the spirit of our semimartingale norm, we introduce a norm for the barriers of DRB-
SDEs and provide a priori estimates for the solution of DRBSDEs based on our new
barrier norm. Such estimates seem to be new in the literature and are important in
numerical discretization of DRBSDESs. It turns out that our barrier norm is finite if and
only if the Mokobodski’s condition is satisfied. In this sense, we provide a necessary and
sufficient condition for the Mokobodski’s condition. However, we remark that our norm
depends on the barriers more explicitly and is (hopefully) easier to verify in practice.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In next section we introduce the norm
for semimartingales under a fixed probability measure and obtain the estimates. In
Section 3 we study DRBSDESs by introducing a norm for the barriers in the same spirit.
In Section 4 we extend the norm to the G-framework.

2 Norm Estimates for Semimartingales

Let T > 0 be fixed, (2, F,F,P) be a filtered probability space on [0,7], and D(IF) be
the space of F-progressively measurable cadlag processes. Throughout this section,
we shall always assume (without mentioning in all the results):

F is right continuous and its P-augmentation FF is a Brownian filtration,

2.1
and consequently, any F-martingale M is continuous, P-a.s. (2.1)

We note that the filtration I is not necessarily complete under IP. The removal of the
completeness requirement will be important in Section 4 below. However, the following
simple lemma, see e.g. [28], shows that we may assume all the processes involved in
this section are IF-progressively measurable.

Lemma 2.1. For any IF¥-progressively measurable process X, there exists a unique
(dt x dP-a.s.) IF-progressively measurable process X such that X = X, dt x dP-a.s.
Moreover, if X is cadlag, IP-a.s., then so is X.

We recall that a semimartingale Y € D(IF) has the following decomposition:
Y, =Yy + M + Ay, (2.2)

where M is a local martingale, A has finite variation, and My = Ay = 0. Now given a
process Y € D(IF), we are interested in the following questions:

(i) Is Y a semimartingale?

(ii) Do we have appropriate norm estimates for Y, M, and A?

The first question was answered by Bichteler-Dellacherie, see e.g. [25] for some fur-
ther discussion. The main goal of this section is to answer the second question. As
explained in the Introduction, the latter question is natural and important for our study
of semimartingales under nonlinear expectations.
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2.1 Some preliminary results

We first note that, when Y is a supermartingale or submartingale, it is well known
that Y is a semimartingale and the following norm estimates hold. Since the arguments
will be important for our general case, we provide a proof for completeness.

Lemma 2.2. There exist universal constants 0 < ¢ < C such that, for any Y in the form
of (2.2) with monotone A, it holds

Y10 < EP[[%f? + (M)r + |Arf] < CIIY I o 2.3)
where, for any Y € D(IF),

1Y I3 o = EP[ sup |Yt|2] (2.4)
0<t<T

Proof. The first inequality is obvious. We shall only prove the second inequality. By
otherwise using the standard stopping techniques, we may assume without loss of gen-
erality that EY [supg<;<r |Yi|? + (M)7 + |Ar|?] < .

Apply Itd’s formula and recall (2.1) that M is continuous, we have

T T
YT2:y02+<M>T+2/ Ytht+2/ YiodAi+ ) |AYP (2.5)
0 0 0<t<T
Note that
P T 2 3 P 3 1.p 2
E°[( [ miPaon)t] <ET[ s ilnd] < SB[ swp W+ (0] < o
0 0<t<T 2 0<t<T

Then Y;dM; is a true martingale, and thus, for any ¢ > 0, it follows from (2.5) and the
monotonicity of A that

T
EF[(M)r] < ]E]P[<M>T+ 3 |Am2} — EF [Yﬁ — Y2 —2/ Yt_dAt} (2.6)
0<t<T 0

IN

B[Vl + %ol +2 sup [¥illAr] < O™V + <P [| A7)
<t<

Moreover, note that Ar = Y — Yy — Mr. Then (2.6) leads to
EP[|A7|*] < CY |} o + CEP[(M)7] < Ce™H|[Y ||} o + CeEV[|Ap[].

Set € := 5 for the above C, we obtain E[|A7[*] < C|[Y||} o. This, together with (2.6),
proves the second inequality. O

The next lemma is a discrete version of Lemma 2.2. Since the arguments are very
similar, we omit the proof.

Lemma 2.3. Let0 =7y < --- <1, =T be a sequence of stopping times. In the setting
of Lemma 2.2, if A;, € F,,_,, then

CE]P[ max |Yﬂ|2] < IE]P[|YO|2 + (M) + |AT|2] < CIE]P[ max |Yn.|2] 2.7)
0<i<n ' ¢ 0<i<n

2.2 Square integrable semimartingales

In this subsection we characterize the norm for square integrable semimartingales.
ta
For0<t; <ty <T,let \/ A denote the total variation of A over the interval (¢;, t3].
t1

EJP 18 (2013), paper 109. ejp.ejpecp.org
Page 4/25


http://dx.doi.org/10.1214/EJP.v18-2406
http://ejp.ejpecp.org/

Some norm estimates for semimartingales

Definition 2.4. We say a semimartingale Y in the form of (2.2) is a square integrable
semimartingale if

EP [|Yo[2 + (M)r + (\T/A)Z] < . (2.8)
0

We remark that (2.8) is the norm used in standard literature for semimartingales,
see e.g. [25]. Clearly, for a square integrable semimartingale Y, we have ||Y||p,o < co.
However, when A is not monotone, in general the left side of (2.8) cannot be dominated
by C||Y |} . as illustrated by the following simple example.

Example 2.5. Let K € D(IF) be continuous and increasing such that K, = 0 and
EF[K2] = co. Define a sequence of stopping times: 7y := 0 and 7, := inf{t > 0 :
K; =n} AT forn > 1. Since Ky < oo, 7, = T for n large enough, a.s. We now define
the process Y; as follows: Y, := 0, and forn > 0,

K = { YTQn - Kt +K7'2n7 te (72n77—2n+1]; (29)

Y72n+1 + Kt - K7'27L+17 te (7-2n+177'2n+2]~
Then ||Y||p,o < oo but |[Y||p = oo.

Proof. 1t is easy to check that —1 < Y¥; < 0 and \/OTY = Kp. Then ||Y|po < 1 and

EP [(\/OT Y)Q} = oco. By Theorem 2.7, we get ||Y||p = oo. O

Our goal is to characterize square integrable semimartingales through the process
Y itself, without involving M and A directly. In many applications, we may have a
representation formula for the process Y, see e.g. (1.2), but in general it is difficult
to obtain representation formulas for M and A. So conditions imposed on Y are more
tractable than those on M and A. We introduce the following norm:

n—1

IYIB = V3o +supBP [ (3 [BE (¥;,,) — Vo,

=0

)2}, forany Y € D(F),  (2.10)

where the supremum is over all stopping time partitions 7 : 0 =7 < --- <7, =T.

Remark 2.1. (i) Our norm || - ||p is strongly motivated by the definition of quasimartin-
gale: a process Y € D(IF) is a quasimartingale if

n—1

Var(y) = supBF [ 3 [BF (vi,,,) = i, || < oo, (2.11)
4 i=0
where the supremum is over all deterministic partition 7 : 0 = tg < --- < t, = T.

We note that a process Y € D(IF) is a quasimartingale if and only if it can be written
as the difference of two nonnegative supermartingales, see e.g. Protter [25] Chapter
III Theorem 17. We also refer to Rao [26], Dellacherie and Meyer [6], and Meyer and
Zheng [16] for the theory of quasimartingales.

(ii) By the Rao’s theorem, see e.g. [25] Chapter III Theorem 18, a quasimartingale
Y has a unique decomposition Y = M + A, where M is a local martingale and A is
a predictable process with paths of locally integrable variation and Ay = 0. However,
in this case we do not have a priori estimates of E[(M)] and E[(\/j A)?] in terms of
Var(Y). Indeed, M and A only have local integrability property. This type of estimates
are important in applications and, in order to derive them, our stronger norm || - ||p is
needed: it is clear that ||Y||p < oo implies Var(Y) < oo and thusY is a quasimartingale,
but not vice versa.
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The following a priori estimate is the main technical result of this paper.

Theorem 2.6. There exist universal constants 0 < ¢ < C such that, for any square
integrable semimartingale Y; = Yy + M; + As,

T

V1B < BF[I¥ol? + (M)r + (\O/A)Q} <OV}, 2.12)
Proof, (i) We first prove the left inequality. Let 7: 0 = 7o < - -- < 7,, = T be an arbitrary
partition, and denote AA,, , := A, — A,. Then
o [(S e - val) ] - (S e - a0 )]
= [(§E£<AATi+1 )] = [(:i_é (184 )~ 1A+ Z Adnl) ]
< CEP[<§[E£(|AATM|) - |AATH1H)2] + CEP[(\:/A)Q] (2.13)
Note that 3°7_[EE (|AA.,,,|) — |AA+,,, |, 5 =0,--- ,n— 1, is a martingale. Then
" [(:j[ P84 - 184, 1) ] = B [g B2 (18 4,,,,[) ~ |A4.,,.]]
<cmﬂ’[j§_§ P (1AAL D) + A4, ) ] < cmﬂ’[;l |AAT+1|2)+|AATI.+1\2H
- net
< OE"| > A4, P] < OE‘P[(; A4, D)7 < CEP[(\O/A)Z]

This, together with (2.13) and the left inequality of (2.3), proves the left inequality.

(ii) We next prove the right inequality. First, for any € > 0, following the arguments
in Lemma 2.2 one can easily show that

T
EF[(M)r] < Ce V|30 +<EP[(\/ 4)°]. (2.14)
0

We claim that
¢ 2
EP[(\/ 4)°] < VI3 + CEF (M), 2.15)
0

Then, combining (2.14) and by choosing € small enough, we obtain the right inequality
of (2.12) immediately.

We now prove (2.15) in four steps.

Stepl1. We first show that, for any random partition7: 0 =7 <7 < ... <7, =T:

n—1
2
EF[ Y [Ar,, — B2 [A,,,,]]°] < CIVIE + CEP[(M)7]. (2.16)
=0
EJP 18 (2013), paper 109. ejp.ejpecp.org

Page 6/25


http://dx.doi.org/10.1214/EJP.v18-2406
http://ejp.ejpecp.org/

Some norm estimates for semimartingales

Indeed, note that EX (A, ] — A, =EL[Y;,,,] - Y, Then
n—1 n—1
[AT«HA - E]-i [A7i+1]] = Ar— Z (EEZ [ATi+1] - ATz)
=0 =0
n—1
= Yr—-Yo—-Mr—) (EE[Y,,]-Y).
=0
By the definition of ||Y||p, (2.10), we see that
n—1 2
E[(3 [Ar — EE4,,0]) | < CIVIE + CEF[(M)7).
=0

This, together with the fact that Y7 [A,,,, —EF[A,.,]],j =1,--- ,n, is a martingale,
implies (2.16) immediately.

Step 2. In this step we assume A; = fot asdK,, where K is a continuous nondecreas-
ing process and « is a simple process. That is,

n—1
a=ag 1y + Zatil(ti,ti+l] forsome 0=ty < - <t, =T, at, € Fy,.
i=0

Then, denoting «; := sgn (at,) € Fy,,

T n—1 ;4 n—1
/ lay|dK: = Z/ oo dK = Z Oéz'[At,,+1 — Ay
0 i=0 Vti

1=0

T

\/ A

0

n—1 n—1
= Z Q5 (Ati+1 - EE [Ati+1]> + Z Q5 (EE [Ati+1] - Atl)
i=0 =0

Note that >27_; a;(A,,, — EF [Ay,,,]), 5 =0,--- ,n — 1, is a martingale. Then

EP [(\T/A)Q] < CEP [f |Ar,,, — B (A, ]+ (nf EF[A,,,.] - A, )2}
0 =0 1=0

By (2.16) and the definition of ||Y||p (2.10) we obtain (2.15).
t

Step 3. We now prove (2.15) for general continuous process A . Denote K; := \/A.

0
Since A is continuous, K is also continuous. Moreover dA; is absolutely continuous

with respect to dK; and thus dA; = a;dK; for some a. By [15], Chapter 3 Lemma 2.7,
for every € > 0 there exists a simple process {a°} such that

EJP[(/OT as —at|th)2} <e. (2.17)

Denote
t
Af = / atdKs, Y7 :=Yy+ M, + A7
0

Then by Step 2 we see that

T
EP[(\/ 49)°] < CIYe|i3 + CEF (M) . 2.18)
0
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Note that
T T T T T
A<\ 4 +\/[4° - 4] < \/AE+/ |a — ay|dK,.
0 0 0 0 0
Then
T T
EP[(\/4)°] < CEF[(\/ 4%)°] + Ce. (2.19)
0 0

On the other hand, apply the left inequality of (2.12) on Y* — Y = A° — A, we get
T 2 T 2
|V -Y|3 < CE" (A — A)) | < CEF / a5 — ai|dK;) | < Ce.
b Bt [(Var-a) ] <or®|( [ o - adarc) |
Then |Y¢||% < C||Y||3 + Ce. Plug this and (2.19) into (2.18), we get
oo
EP[(\/ 4)°] < VI3 + CEF[(M)r] + Ce.
0

Since ¢ is arbitrary, we obtain (2.15).

Step 4. We now prove (2.15) for the general case. Since A has finite variation, we
can decompose A = A° + A%, where A°¢ is the continuous part and A¢ is the part with
pure jumps. Since Y is cadlag and M is continuous, A and A¢ are cadlag. We denote
Y =Yy + M; + Af. From Step 3 we have

EF [[Yol? + (M) + (\T/AC)Q] < Clyei.

Note that [[Y°|p < ||V + [|A%]lp, Vi A < VI A+ Vi A4, and it follows from the left
2
inequality of (2.12) (on A?) that [|A4||2 < CEY K\/OT Ad) } Then

T T
EF [0l + (M) + (\/Aﬂ <y |2 + cﬁ[(\/ﬂf] (2.20)
0 0
Note that
T
VAl= Y jaal= > |Av]. (2.21)
0 0<t<T 0<t<T

Define, for each n > 1,

Dui= > |AYilgay=1y,

0<t<T

and, 7' := 0, and for m > 0, by denoting Y; := Yy for¢ > T,
1
T 41 := inf {t > |AY] > —} A(T+1).
n

We remark that we use T+1 instead of T here so that AYr will not be counted repeatedly
at below. By the right continuity of I' we see that 7)* are stopping times. It is clear that

Dyt Y |AY[ as n—o0, and Y |AY;n|1 D, as m— oo.
0<t<T i=1
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We claim that

m
2
EP[(ZMYTM) } <|Y|2 forall n,m. (2.22)
=1

Then it follows from (2.21) that EF [(\/OT Ad>2} < C||Y||3. This, together with (2.20),
proves (2.15).

It remains to prove (2.22). To this end, we fix n, m. Since IF is a Brownian filtration,
all I - stopping times are predictable, see e.g. [23], Corollary 4.5.7. Then for each 77,
there exist {7";,j > 1} such that 7", < 7/ and 7, 1 7" as j — co. By definition of ||Y[|p
(2.10), we have

m

2
EF[(Yo 1B o o] = Yoo v ) | IV IR (2.23)

i=1

Moreover, since all IF - stopping times are predictable, the filtration (F;) does not have
any discontinuity time, i.e.: \/;’il ]:TJLNT? = ]—'Tni, see, e.g. [6] Theorem 83, p.217.
Send j — oo, we obtain

J

lim [EE,
j—oo i—1

vrp Yol = Yo ven | = Era[Yon] = Yono = Yon = Yono = AV,

Then, noting that E* [sup;<, < |AY;|?] < co and applying the Dominated Convergence
Theorem, we obtain (2.22) from (2.23), and complete the proof. O

As a direct consequence of the above a priori estimates, we have

Theorem 2.7. A processY € D(IF) is a square integrable semimartingale if and only if
1Y [lp < oc.

Proof. By Theorem 2.6, it suffices to prove the if part. Assume ||Y||p < co. By Rao’s
theorem in Remark 2.1 (ii), we have decomposition Y = M + A, where M is a local
martingale and A is a predictable process with paths of locally integrable variation.
Define the sequence of stopping times 7, as

t
T 1= inf{t20:<M>t+\/A2n}/\T.
0

Then 7,, — T,P-a.s. Denoting Y;" := Yinr,, M{" := Minr,, A} := Ainr,, then ||[Yp <
|Y]|p and Y™ is a square integrable semimartingale. By Theorem 2.6 we have,

T
2
EF 1Y + (M) + (\/ A7) ] < iy < clv 3.
0
Send n — oo, by the Dominated Convergence Theorem we have
P 2 g 2 2
EFvol2 + () + (\ 4) | < ClIY .

0

Thus Y is a square integrable semimartingale. O
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3 Doubly Reflected BSDEs

In this section we assume I is generated by a standard Brownian motion B and aug-
mented with all the IP-null sets. We consider the following Doubly Reflected Backward
SDE (DRBSDE, for short) with IF-progressively measurable solution (Y, Z, A):

T T
Yt=§+/ f(s,Ys,Zs)ds—/ ZudBy + Ap — Ay
t

(3.1)
t
L<Y <U, [Yie—L,_|dK;" =[U_ —Y,_]dK; =0.

Here Y € D(F) and A has finite variation with orthogonal decomposition A = K™ — K.
We say (Y, Z, A) satisfying (3.1) is a local solution if

T T
sup |Yy +/ |Z4|2dt + \/A < oo, P-as. (3.2)
0<t<T 0 0
and a solution if
T T )
(Y, Z,A)|]? = EP[ sup |Yt|2+/ |1Z,|*dt + (\/ A) } < oo. (3.3)
0<t<T 0

0

Throughout this section, we assume the following standing assumptions:

Assumption 3.1. (i) ¢ is Fr-measurable, f is F-progressively measurable, and

T 2
12:=I2(¢, f) == EF [|g|2 + (/0 |£(£,0,0)|dt) ] < . (3.4)

(ii) f is uniformly Lipschitz continuous in (y, z);
(iii)) L,U €e D(F); L < U, Ly < ¢ < Up; and

1L, D) lp o == [ILF ][R0 + U 1B < o0 (3.5)
Moreover, we shall always denote
.i/t = Lt V Ltf, Ut = Ut A Ut,. (36)

Remark 3.2. In the standard BSDE literature, one requires E¥ UOT |f(¢,0, O)Pdt} < 0.
Our condition (3.4) is slightly weaker. In fact, most estimates in the BSDE literature
can be improved by replacing ]E]P[IOT |f(t,0,0)|2dt} with ]E]P{(fOT |f(t,0,0)|dt)2}, and
the arguments are rather standard. We refer to the monograph Cvitanic and Zhang [5]
Theorem 9.3.2 for interested readers.

It is well known that Assumption 3.1 does not yield the wellposedness of DRBSDE
(3.1). At below is a simple counterexample.

T
Example 3.1. Let L = U be deterministic, cadlag , and \/ L = co. Then DRBSDE (3.1)

0
with ¢ = Ly and f = 0 has no solution.

In the literature, there are typically two approaches for wellposedness of DRBSDEs.
We first report a result from Hamadeéne, Hassani and Ouknine [13] Theorem 4.1 and its
proof:
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Lemma 3.2. Let Assumption 3.1 and the following separation condition hold:
L;<U; and L,  <U;,_ forallt. (3.7)
Then (3.1) admits a local solution (Y, Z, A) satisfying:
|(Yr,, Z110,71, Anr, )|l <00, forall n>1, (3.8)
where 19 := 0 and, fori > 0,
Toip1 i=1nf{t > 79, : ¥ < f/t} AT, Toipo:=1nf{t > 79,41 :Y; > 015} AT. (3.9)

The condition (3.7) is mild and very easy to verify, but it does not yield any a priori
estimates. We remark that [13] takes a slightly different form of DRBSDEs. However,
one can easily check that a local solution in [13] is a local solution in our sense, so the
existence in Lemma 3.2 is valid. Moreover, for the +,, in the proof of [13] Theorem 4.1,
it is clear that

Tn S Tn S T2n- (310)

We next report a result from Peng and Xu [22], following the original work Cvitanic
and Karatzas [4]:

Lemma 3.3. Let Assumption 3.1 hold. Assume further the following Mokobodski’s type
of condition:

there exists a square integrable semimartingale Y° such that L; < Yt0 <U;. (3.11)

Then DRBSDE (3.1) admits a unique solution and the following estimate holds:
Iv.zA02 < [ +YOI3]. (3.12)

We note that, in those works there is no discussion on the sufficient conditions for the
existence of such Y. More recently, Crépey and Matoussi [2] provides a priori bound, as
well as error estimates for solutions of DRBSDE under the assumption that the barrier
L (or U) is a quasimartingale, ||L|lp,o < oo and L has canonical decomposition

Ly = Lo + My + Ay,

for a uniformly integrable martingale M and a predictable process of integrable varia-
tion A. The assumption on the structure of the barriers here can be seen as a similar
approach to the Mokobodski’s condition. The advantage of such assumption is that it
provides an explicit representation for the structures of K+, K—, which in turn helps
for the derivation of the estimates.

Our goal in this section is to provide another approach, in the spirit of norm esti-
mates, to impose a sufficient condition on the barriers L and U that would lead to a
priori bound and error estimates of the solutions. In light of the norm ||.||p (2.10), we
introduce the following norm for the barriers (L, U): recalling L and U in (3.6),

IZ,DE = I 0)

#.0 (3.13)
n—1

+SQPEP K Z: ([EE (IA’HH) - U‘ri]+ + [i/n - EE (U‘Fi+1)]+))2}’

where the supremum is again taken over all random partitions7: 0 =7 <.--- <7, =1T.
Our main result of this section is:
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Theorem 3.4. Let Assumption 3.1 hold. Then the following are equivalent:
(i) The DRBSDE (3.1) admits a unique solution (Y, Z, A);
(ii) the Mokobodski condition (3.11) holds;
(i) |[(L, U)||p < oo.

Moreover, in this case we have the estimate:

v,z A02 < [ +I@ 03] (3.14)

In addition, we have the following estimates for the difference of two DRBSDESs:

Theorem 3.5. Assume (&;, f*,L*,U"), i = 1,2, satisfy all the conditions in Theorem 3.4,
and let (Y*, Z', A%) denote the solution to the corresponding DRBSDE (3.1). Denote
0Y :=Y' — Y?, and similarly for the other notations. Then
T
EF| sup (0%l + 04,2 +/ 07,2t
0<t<T 0

< CEP[\5§|2+ (/OT|5f(t,1gl,Z})|dt)2} (3.15)

1

+c_i [fo(&s, £ + 12", U le] (BP | sup [10LJ* + (o0 *]] )

sup
0<t<T
These two theorems will be proved in the rest of this section. We first note that

Remark 3.3. (i) In the case that there is only one barrier L, we may view it as U = co.
One can check straightforwardly that ||(L,U)||p = |L*||p,0. Then Theorems 3.4 and 3.5
reduce to standard results for reflected BSDEs with one barrier, see e.g. El Karoui et al
[11] and Peng and Xu [22].

(ii) In the case (L',U') = (L% U?), the last term in (3.15) vanishes and [22] has
already obtained the estimate.

3.1 Proof of Theorem 3.5

As usual we start with some a priori estimates.

Lemma 3.6. Assume (&, f*, L', U"), i = 1,2, satisfy Assumption 3.1. If the correspond-
ing DRBSDE (3.1) has a solution (Y*, Z%, A", then

T
E” | sup [|6Y,;|2+|5At|2]+/ 62,dt] < o, (3.16)
0<t<T 0

where, recalling the norm ||(Y, Z, A)|| defined by (3.3),

2 o= Eﬂ’[55|2+(/0T|§f(t,ytazg)|dt)2} (3.17)

1

+ i||<Y%Z%AZ‘>||(E“’[ 18Lef? + 18Uef] )

sup
i 0<t<T
=1

Proof. Let A > 0 be a constant which will be specified later. Applying It6’s formula on
eM|dY;|? we have

T T
e”|6Yt|2+)\/ eM|5YS|2ds+/ 107, | ds (3.18)
t

t

T T
1663 + 2 / MOV (f1 (s, Y Z35) = [ (s, Y2, Z2))ds + 2 / oY, dA,
t t

T
-2 / MY, 0Z,dB;.
t
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For any € > 0, note that

T
2 [ MUY oY 2 - Y2 22 ds
t

T
< O [ UYL,V ZD]+ 1Y+ 162 ds
t
T
< C| sw Y| e’\s\éf(s,Y;l,Z;ﬂds—&—/ N IOYL[ + 18,167, Jds]
t<s<T t
1 T
< e sup |0Yi]* + / e*®6Z,|2ds (3.19)
t<s<T t

T
+0/ eAS|5YS|2ds+cg-1(/ |6 f(s, Y}, Z1)ds)*;
t

t

and, with the orthogonal decompositions A* = K%t — K~
T
2/ MY, _dS A,
t

T
= 2/ M (YLdKPt — Y dKYT — Y2 dKEY + Y2 dK D
t

~Y dKPT + Y, dK2T + Y2 dK2T - Y2 dK2T)

T
< 2/ (LI dK)T — UL dK}™ — L2 dK2Y + U2 dKY™
t
—Lg dEK2" +UJ_dK?™ + LI _dK}* — U7 dK}™)
T
= 2/ M (6L dK}T — 0U,_dKY™ — 6L,_dK>" + 6U,_dK?2")
t
T T
< 2o sup_ [|6Ls| + |0U]] \/A1 +\/A2 (3.20)

0<s<

Plug (3.19) and (3.20) into (3.18), we obtain

T T
oY, + >\/ e*®|0Y,|%ds +/ 02| ds
t t

1 /7
< T|662| 4 ¢ sup |0YL]? + 7/ (07, |*ds
t<s<T 2 Jy

T T
+C/ e)‘s|5Y5\2ds+Ce_l(/ e)‘5|6f(s,Y51,Z§)|ds)2
t t

T T T
+2e*T sup [|6Ls| + |0U,]] \/A1+\/A2 - / e 0Y,0Z,dBs;.
t

0<s<T t

Set A = C for the above C, we get

1 T
M |SY; |2 + 5/ M0 Z,|2ds
t

T
< |66 4 ¢ sup |5Y5|2+Cs_1(/ e>‘s|5f(s,Ysl,Zsl)|ds)2 (3.21)
t<s<T t
T T T
+2eM sup_ [|0Ls] + |6U|] \/A1+\/A2 / e 8Y,0Z,dBs.
0<s< +
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Take expectation on both sides, we have

T
sup E]P[|5Yt|2]+IE1P[/ |5Zt\2dt} gC[1+5*1]12+6EP[ sup |§m2]. (3.22)
0<t<T 0 0<t<T

Moreover, by (3.21) we have

T
sup eM|0Y;]? < erM|6€2| 4+ sup |(5Y}|2—|—C’5_1(/ e>‘t|5f(t,Y;1,Zt1)|dt)2
0<t<T 0

0<t<T
T T T
+2e* sup [|6Lq] + [6UL[][\/ A" +\/ 4] +2 sup ‘/ eM8Y,0Z,dB,|. (3.23)
0<t<T 0 0 o<t<T ' J¢
Apply the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy Inequality and note that A = C, we get
T T 1
]EIP[ sup ‘/ e’\séYséstBs] gCEﬂ’[(/ |5Y;52t|2dt) }
o<t<T ! Jy 0
T :
SCEP[ sup |5Yt\</ |5Zt|2dt) ] (3.24)
0<t<T 0

T
< \/EIEIP[ sup \mﬂ +05*%]E]P[ |5Zt|2dt].
0<t<T 0

Take expectation on both sides of (3.23), and apply (3.24) and then (3.22), we obtain

E]P[ sup |(5Yt|2} < C[1+871]12+C€EP|: sup |(5Y}\2}
0<t<T 0<t<T
T
+CﬁEP[ sup |<5Yt|2} +Cs—%EP[/ |6Zt|2dt}
0<t<T 0
< ClVE+e(t+e H]EP| sup [6Yi2] + O+ 3|1+
0<t<T
<

C’\@EP{ sup |5Yt|2} +Ce 312
0<t<T

Set e := ;55 for the above C, and then by (3.22), we have

T
]E]P[ sup |<5Yt|2} <Cr, EP[/ |5Zt|2dt} <CI.
0<t<T 0

Finally, notice that

t i
§A, = 0Yy — 0Y; —/ [f1(s, Y}, Zh) — f2(s,Y2, Z?)]ds +/ 87Z:dBs.
0 0

One can easily get the estimate for § A. O
Proof of Theorem 3.5. This is a direct consequence of Lemma 3.6 and Theorem
3.4. O

We emphasize that in next subsection, we shall prove Theorem 3.4 by using Lemma
3.6, but without using Theorem 3.5. So there is no danger of cycle proof.

3.2 Proof of Theorem 3.4

Again, we start with a priori estimate.

Lemma 3.7. Let Assumption 3.1 and (3.7) hold, and f = 0. Then the local solution
(Y, Z, A) of DRBSDE (3.1) satisfies (3.14).
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Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume ||(L,U)||p < co. We proceed in three steps.

Step 1. We first assume (Y, Z, A) is a solution of (3.1) and Y is continuous. Then K+
and K~ are also continuous. Apply Itd’s formula on |Y;|?, by the minimum condition in
(3.1) we have,

d|Y:|? 2Y: Z:dB; + | Zi|?dt — 2Y;_dK;" +2Y, _dK;

2Y,: ZydBy + | Zi|?dt — 2Ly _dK; +2U;_dK; . (3.25)

Then, for any € > 0,

T T T
B[P+ [ (2P| = BF [P 42 [ Lodh -2 [ U]
t t t

< JE]P{\§|2+2 sup LEKE +2 sup U;K;]
0<s<T 0<s<T

IN

EF[|gf2+Ce™! sup [ILF? + |U7 2] + e[| KF 2 + | K7 ]
0<s<T
g 2
EF[¢?] + C=~1 (L, U) 3.0 + BV [(\/ 4)°].

0

IN

Following standard arguments, in particular by applying the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy
Inequality on (3.25), we have

T T
EP| sup [V / Z,2dt| < C|EF[e?] + e~ Y(L,U)|]2 EP[(\/ A)°]|. (3.26
[ s, i+ [ 2iPar) < C[EFIEF) + WL Do + BV (Y 4)7]. 326
We claim that
T ) T
IEIP[(\/A) } gCEP[ sup |Yt|2+/ \Zt|2dt} +O(L, U2 (3.27)
0<t<T 0

0

Combine (3.26) and (3.27) and set € small, we prove (3.14) immediately.
To prove (3.27), we recall the sequence of stopping times 7,, defined by (3.9). By the
proof of [13] Theorem 4.1 and (3.10),

for P-a.e. w, 7,(w) = T for n large enough. (3.28)

By the continuity of K*, K~ and the minimal condition in (3.1), dK;" = 0 on [7;, To; 1]
and dK,; =0 on [72;11, T2;+2]|, and thus

T2i41
Y, =Y, ., —/ Z.dBs — (KT;,Jr1 —K;), te€[ruT241);
T2i42 (3.29)
Vi=Yoo— [ Bt (K, = KP), € i, maisal
t
Moreover, recalling (3.6) we have
Y7'2i = U7—21'1{7'2i<T} + 61{T2i:T}7 Y7'2i+1 = L7'2'i+11{7'2i+1<T} =+ fl{TZH»IZT}; (3.30)

Indeed, on {Tgi < T} if U is continuous or has a negative jump at m;, then U is right
continuous at 7»; and the first equality of (3.30) holds. If U has a positive jump at 75;, we
must have YT;: = UT;' By continuity of Y, it follows that Y;,, = U,,,. A similar argument
holds for the second equality in (3.30).

EJP 18 (2013), paper 109. ejp.ejpecp.org
Page 15/25


http://dx.doi.org/10.1214/EJP.v18-2406
http://ejp.ejpecp.org/

Some norm estimates for semimartingales

For each i, by (3.29) and (3.30),
0 < E} K. ]-K, =E[Y,

T24 T2i+4+1 T24 T2i+1] - 7'21

= Efm, |:L7'2i+1 1{T27:+1 <r} + 51{7'21'+1:T}} U‘I’211{7’2l <T} — 61{7'21;:T}

|:]EI‘EQ7; [LTQHJ - UT2i:| 1{7'2i<T} + ]ETQL [ 7—2b+1 - 1{72i<T:7'2i+1}:|

o N +
[E]-Egi [LTQHJ - UT2i:| .

IN

Then for any n,

B3 (68, ) - K20)] < I vl

B [( (B2 1, ) - KL )] < ol

i>0
Similarly,
2
B[S [, K ) - KL)] < I ol
>0
Denote
. .— P orp— - P + +
YTn T Y"'n I:]ET2L[KT21'+1] - KT?i] + Z [E72i+1[K7'2i+2] - KT21'+1]'

icn . n—
<% i<nt

By (3.31) and (3.32), we have
IE]P[maX\YTnﬂ < C’]E]P[ sup |Yt|2} —|—C||(L,U)||%P.
n>0 0<t<T

Note that

YA'Tn = % + /0 Z dB + Z T2i+1 T2-L [K7'_21+1H - Z I:K;‘; i+2 ]EE21+1 [K;;Hr2

i<3 <25t
is a martingale. By (3.34), we have

— — 2 2
E]P |: Z [K’F21+1 E‘B[';l [K72i+1]] + Z [K‘I-'Z i+2 EE21+1[K‘I—;+2]] :|

— o
i<n Zgnzl

= E[( X W BRI - X [, - B

— et
1<% i<DS

_ EP[(YTn ~ Y, - /OT stBs)Q} . CEP{?;EWH‘Z +/0Tn \Zt|2dt]

< OB s i+ / Zi%at] + CI|(L,U) 3.

0<t<

Send n — oo, we get

_ _ 2
E]P [Z [K‘Fz i+1 Efz@ KT2 +1 Z 7'2 +2 7'21+1 [K;;+2H :|

(3.31)

(3.32)

(3.33)

(3.34)

1]

i>0 i>0
2
P - )ig - P
:M@mwﬁmwuﬂmﬂawmm
i>0 i>0
T
< CEP{ sup |Yt|2+/ |Zt|2dt} +O|(L, U2 (3.35)
0<t< 0
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This, together with (3.28), (3.31) and (3.32), implies further that

2 2
BR[|k + K7 2| = BP[(Y (K, - K5]) + (X (K.~ K5])
>0 >0

(2 (e

= CE]P [(Z [K;Q1+1 B EE’“ [K;?1+1]])2 + (Z [Eiz [K;i+1 - K7;1]])2:|
>0 i>0
OB [< Z [KTJ;“ a Eii“ [KTJ;”ZH>2 + (Z [EEZ7+1 [szwz] - K£i+1]>2:|
20 i>0
- CE]P [Z [K‘r_z“rl - Eil KT_ZIJrl Z T2z+2 - E‘Ewl [K:-;HH?}
i20 i>0
+CE" [(g [E;Pm (Ko — K‘F_z]])2 + (g [EiHl[K;;H] _ K;;HJ)Q}
i20 i>0
<

cw [ sup i+ [ 2] + Ol

This proves (3.27) and hence (3.14).

Step 2. We next assume (Y, Z, A) is a local solution but Y is still continuous. Let 7;
be defined by (3.9). Then (3.28)-(3.30) still hold. Thus

YTQ{, Z U7211{72i<T} - |€|1{7'21:T} 2 7|: Sup Ut_ + |€|:| N
0<t<T
Moreover, by (3.8), the stochastic integral in (3.29) is a true martingale, and then

YTQi < EEQL[Y"??H»I] < EEQL [Lizl+11{Tzi+1<T} + |€|1{7'2i+1:T}:| < E]'Il;i [OZ?ET L:r + |€|} .

Therefore,
EF[max |V, 2] < EB[( swp U7 +1¢)*\/ (s B[ sup L +[¢)’]  (3.36)
120 0<t<T 0<s<T 0<t<T
< B[( sw BE[ sup (Lf + 071+ el]) |
0<s<T ~ C0<t<
< OP[( sup [Lf + U] +[el) ] < CEP[ + CIL U)o
0<t<T
Now for any n, define
+ t
7, :=inf {t : sup |Ys| —|—/ |Z,|%ds + \/A > n} AT. (3.37)
0<s<t 0 0
Then
Tn n 2
]E‘P[ sup |Yt|2+/ | Z,|dt + (\/A) ] < . (3.38)
0<t<, 0 0

Define 7, := inf{ry; : 79; > 7,}. Then by (3.1) and (3.36) we have

Y, =Y, +/ ZudB, — (K5 — Ki), Y, < Uy, [Uy — iJdK; =0, £ € [f, 7]:
t

EP[|Yz,1%) < CEP[IE)’] + CI (L, D)1} o-
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By standard arguments for Reflected BSDEs with one barrier, see e.g. [11],
BP[[¥:, "] < CEF ||e + sup (U7 2] +CI(L U)o < CEFIIEP)+ L D)l

This, together with (3.38), implies that

T Tn 9
IE]P[ sup |Yt|2+/ | Z;|?dt + (\/A) } < 00.
0 0

0<t<?,

Then by Step 1, we obtain

A

[ swp P+ [ jzpas (V)] < cEPw, P+ cle ol
0 0

0<t<#,

IN

CEP[IEf’] + CI(L, )}
Note that 7,, = T when n is large enough. Send n — oo and apply the Monotone
Convergence Theorem, we prove (3.14).

Step 3. Finally we allow Y to be discontinuous. Let

Jri= Y AY,=- > AA,=- Y AKf+ ) AK].

0<s<t 0<s<t 0<s<t 0<s<t

Note that, when AK;r > 0, by the minimum condition of (3.1) we see that Y;_ = L;_.
Since Kt and K~ are orthogonal, we have AY; = ~AK,". Thus L; < Y; = Y; —AK;” =
L;~ — AK; . This implies that AK;” < [AL;]~. Similarly we have AK, < [AU]".
Following the arguments for (2.20), one can easily prove that

B[ Y [ALL + (AU ] < I D).

0<t<T
Thus
T
EP{(\/J)Q} - Eﬂ’[( S AR + AK;])? < CO|(L,U)|2. (3.39)
0 0<t<T

Now define
Yio=Yi—J, Kf=K'- > AK, K =K - > AK;,
0<s<t 0<s<t

AtI:At—f—Jt, EtZ:Lt—Jt, UtI:Ut—Jt,glzg—JT.

Then it is clear that Y is continuous, (L, U) satisfies (3.7), and (Y, Z, A) is a local solution
to DRBSDE (3.1) with coefficients (£, 0, L, U). Moreover, by (3.39) we see that (Y, Z, A)
still satisfies the estimate (3.8). By Step 2, we have

I(Y. 2, A < CEP[E[) + CII(L, D) 3. (3.40)
One can check straightforwardly that
- - 2
I(v, 2, A)|]? < CI(V. 2, A)> + CBF [V 1)°];

BP(IEP) < CEP(€P) + CBF [(VE )]s IED)IR < (2, D)3
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This, together with (3.39) and (3.40), implies (3.14) immediately. O

Proof of Theorem 3.4. First, by Lemma 3.3 we know (ii) implies (i). On the other hand,
if (i) holds true, then Y := Y is clearly a square integrable semimartingale between L
and U. That is, (i) and (ii) are equivalent.

Next, assume (ii) holds true with decomposition Y° = Y + M+ A°. Since L <Y <
U, then

LY+U < (YOT + (Y =Y.

Moreover, for any partitionn: 0=7 < --- <7, =T,

o ~ + +
[BE[Lr. ]~ 0n] < [ERIYD,, +1AYE, - Y2 +|AY])
+
< [BEDRL -] +EEQAYD,, I+ AV,
Similarly;,
~ ~ + +
(Lo — BR[O, < [0 - B, +EEIAYY, [+ AY2).

Note that Y7 [AY?| < \/j A°. Then by Theorem (2.6), we may easily show that
(L, U)||p < C||Y°|lp, and thus (iii) holds.

It remains to prove that (iii) implies (ii). We first assume (3.7) holds. Then it follows
from Lemma 3.2 that DRBSDE (3.1) with f = 0 admits a local solution (Y 20, A9).
Applying Lemma 3.7 we see that ||(Y?, Z°, A%)|| < C[Io + ||(L,U)||p]). This implies (3.11).

In the general case, denote U" := U+%. Then (L, U™) satisfies (3.7). By the above ar-
guments, DRBSDE (3.1) with coefficients (£, 0, L, U™) has a unique solution (Y, Z™, A™)
satisfying

I(y™, z", AM)|I* < CEF[IE] + CII(L, U™)II}.
It is obvious that ||(L,U™)||p < ||(L,U)||p. Then
(Y™, 2", A™)|* < CEF[IE*] + CI (L, )3
Now for m > n, applying Lemma 3.6 we have
T
EP[ sup (V7 — YR (47 - AT+ [ 120 - 2m
0<t<T 0
n n n m m m 1
< ol zn A+ zm, A [ -

< 9[(Er1eR)’ + 1 vle].

Send n — 0o, we obtain limit processes (Y, Z%, A?). Following standard arguments we
see that Y satisfies the requirement in (ii). O

]

1
m

4 Semimartingales under G-expectation

In this section we introduce a nonlinear expectation, which is a variation of the G-
expectation proposed by Peng [21], and we shall still call it G-expectation. Let (2, F, IF)
be a filtered space such that IF is right continuous and P be a family of probability
measures. For each IP € P and IF-stopping time 7, denote

P(r,P):={P' € P:P' =P on F,}. (4.1)

Throughout this section, we shall always assume
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Assumption 4.1. (i) (2.1) holds for every P € P;

(ii) Np C Fo, where Np is the set of all P-polar sets, that is, all E € F such that
P(E) =0 foralllP € P.

(iii) For any P € P, F-stopping time 7, P1,Py € P(r,P), and any partition F1, E> € F.
of Q, the probability measure P defined below also belongs to P(r,P):

P(E):=P(ENE)+Py(ENE,), forall EcF. (4.2)

We provide below an important example for such P, which induces the G-expectation
of Peng [21], and we refer to [28] for more examples.

Example 4.1. Let Q := {w € C([0,T],R) : wo = 0}, B the canonical process, F the
right limit of the filtration generated by B, Py the Winer measure. Let 0 < g < @
be two constants. For each bounded IF-progressively measurable process o, denote
X7 = fot 0sdBs, IPy-a.s. Then the following class P satisfies Assumption 4.1:

P:={P°:0<0<57} where P?:=Pjo(X")"".

4.1 Definitions
We first define

Definition 4.2. We say an F-progressively measurable process Y is a P-martingale
(resp. ‘P-supermartingale, P-submartingale, P-semimartingale) if it is a IP-martingale
(resp. PP-supermartingale, P-submartingale, P-semimartingale) for all P € P.

We next define the G-expectation and conditional G-expectation. For any F-measurable
random variable ¢ such that EF[|¢]] < oo for all P € P, its G-expectation is defined by

EC[¢] = sup EP[¢]. (4.3)

The conditional G-expectation is more involved. For any IF-stopping time 7, denote

ECPl¢] := ess'sup EF'[¢], P-as. (4.4)
P/ eP(r,P)

We note that, by Lemma 2.1, we may take the convention that E¢F[¢] is F,-measurable.
When the family {]ETG’]P[Q7 P € P} can be aggregated, that is, there exists an F.-
measurable random variable, denoted as E¢[¢], such that

ES[¢] = ESF[¢], P-as. forall P e P, (4.5)

we call E¢[¢] the conditional G-expectation of ¢.

Remark 4.2. Given an o-field F, the universal completion of F is the o-field F* =
NpF', where P ranges over all probability measures on F and F¥ is the completion of
F under P. In a recent work Nutz and van Handel [19] gives a general and beautiful
construction of time-consistent sublinear expectations on the space of continuous paths
with respect to the filtration {F; }o<i<r. In particular, by [19] Theorem 2.3, when ¢ is
Borel measurable, there exists an F measurable random variable EC (¢) that satisfies
(4.5). Thus if we choose to work under F* then the existence of ES(¢) is guaranteed.
Since the aggregation property is not the main focus of this paper, and [19] involves the
more abstract analytic sets, in this paper we choose to work with the E%F (¢) version of
the G-expectation and refer the readers to [19] for more general results.

Following standard arguments, see e.g. [29] Proposition 4.10, we have the following
time consistency (or say, dynamic programming principle), whose proof is omitted:
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Lemma 4.3. Under Assumption 4.1, for any m, < 75 and any P € P, we have

EGF[E] = ess'sup EE [ESP[S], P - a.s.
P’eP(71,P)

We finally define

Definition 4.4. We say an F-progressively measurable process Y is a G-martingale
(resp. G-supermartingale, G-submartingale) if, for any P € P and any IF-stopping times
71 < T2,

Y;, = (resp. >, QESV[Y,,], P-as.

We remark that a P-martingale is also called a symmetric G-martingale in the literature,
see e.g. [31].

4.2 Characterization of P-semimartingales

The following result is immediate:
Proposition 4.5. Let Assumption 4.1 hold.

(i) A'P-martingale (resp. P-supermartingale, P-submartingale) must be a G-martingale
(resp. G-supermartingale, G-submartingale).

(ii) If Y is a G-martingale (resp. G-supermartingale, G-submartingale) and M is a P-
martingale, then Y + M is a G-martingale (resp. G-supermartingale, G-submartingale).

(iii) A G-supermartingale is a P-supermartinagle. In particular, a G-martingale is a
‘P-supermartinagle.

Proof. (i) and (ii) are obvious. To prove (iii), let Y be a G-supermartingale. Then for any
71 < 7o and any P € P,

Y., > ESF[Y,,] > EL[V;,], P-as.

That is, Y is a P-supermartingale for all P € P, and thus is a P-supermartingale. O
We next study P-semimartingales. In light of Theorem 2.7, we define a new norm:

Y|P := sup [|[Y]|p. (4.6)
Pep

The following result is a direct consequence of Theorems 2.6 and 2.7.

Theorem 4.6. Let Assumption 4.1 hold. If |Y||p < oo, then Y is a P-semimartingale.
Moreover, for any P € P and for the decomposition

Y, =Yy + MF + AY, P-as. (4.7)

we have

BF [0+ (V4] < v

The norm || - ||» is defined through each P € P. The following definition relies on the
(G-expectation directly:

n—1
2
V]2 = ]EG[ sup |Yt|2} + sup sup E¥ [( Z ‘IE%P(YTHI) -Y. ) } (4.8)
0<t<T m PeP =0
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Remark 4.3. (i) If the involved conditional G-expectations exist, see e.qg. Remark 4.2,
then we may simplify the definition of ||Y||g:

it

(ii) In general || - ||¢ does not satisfy the triangle inequality and thus is not a norm.
(iii) For G-submartingales Y',Y?, the triangle inequality holds:

n—1
IY[Ig =EC [OiltlgT IYZ\Q] +sup B [( > ‘ETG:- (Vo) = Y5,
Sts & i=0

V' +Y2lle < 1Y + Y26
However, in general Y + Y? may not be a G-submartingale anymore.

Nevertheless, ||Y]|¢ involves the process Y only. The following estimate is the main
result of this section.

Theorem 4.7. Assume Assumption 4.1 holds. Then there exists a universal constant C'
such that ||Y|p < C|Y]q-

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume [|Y| ¢ < oco. For any P € P and any
partition7:0 =79 < --- <71, =T, denote

G,P
Nﬂ' = |:E7'j (YTJ+1) YT]:|
§=0
Then
i—1
G.P
Y‘n NT1 YO + Z |:YTJ+1 ]ETJ (YT]+1 ):|
j=0
i—1 i—1
= Yo+ Z |:YT]+1 EEJ (Y7j+1):| - [EQJJP (YT]+1) EEJ (Y"’J+1 )]
j=0 7=0
Note that
i—1
[YTj o —EX (Y H)} is a P-martingale,
§=0
i—1
[ESJJP(YTJ_“) — IEITPj (Y-, +1)} is nondecreasing and is F,, ,-measurable.
§=0

Applying Lemma 2.3 we obtain
n—1

B (2 B0 B () | < [ sup [ 2+ 3 P < €Y I

This, together with the definition of || - |

G, implies that

n—1

P [(Z |EE (Y,,,,) — YTJDQ} < O|Y|2.

=0

Since 7 is arbitrary, we get ||Y||p < C|Y||¢. Finally, since P € P is arbitrary, we prove
the result. O
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4.3 Doob-Meyer Decomposition for G-submartingales

As a special case of Theorem 4.6, we have the following decomposition for G sub-
martingales.

Proposition 4.8. Assume Assumption 4.1 holds. IfY is a G-submartingale satisfying
IY]l» < oo (or||Y||g < oo), then all the results in Theorem 4.6 hold.

Unlike Lemma 2.2, in general we do not have [[Y|p < Csuppep ||Y|p,o for G-
submartingales Y. Indeed, we have the following example:

Example 4.9. Fix P. Let K be as in Example 2.5 such that —K is a G martingale and
E“[K2] = oo, instead of EF[K2] = co. Then the process Y defined in Example 2.5 is a
G-submartingale such that suppcp ||Y||p.o < 0o, but [|Y||p = oco.

Proof. By the proof of Example 2.5, clearly suppcp [|Y|p,0 < 00, but [|Y||» = co. More-

over, on (7op, Ton+1), dY: = —dK,; and thus is a Gmartingale; and on (79,41, Tont2], dY: =
dK,, then Y is increasing and thus is a G-submartingale. So Y is a G-submartingale on
[0,T7. O

Now let Y be as in Proposition 4.8, and consider its decomposition (4.7). Let AF =
LP — KP be the orthogonal decomposition. We have the following conjecture:

Conjecture (Doob-Meyer decomposition) : The family {K¥ P € P} satisfies the
following property:

~KF = ess]%up EF/{— KT/}. (4.9)
P’ eP(t,P)

In particular, if the families {M*, K¥  LP P € P} can be aggregated into { M, K, L}, then
—K is a G-martingale, and we have the following desired Doobh-Meyer decomposition
for G-submartingales:

Y; = Yo+ [M; — K] + Ly,

where M — K is a G-martingale and L is nondecreasing. (4.10)

Remark 4.4. Assume each P € P satisfies the martingale representation property.
Then, under the additional assumption Continuum Hypothesis which is independent
of the axiom of choice, Nutz [18] proved that the family {M" P € P} can always be
aggregated. This implies further that K* and ¥ can also be aggregated, and thus the
aggregation will not an an issue (again under those additional assumptions).

Remark 4.5. While it seems quite natural, this conjecture is very subtle. Our estimates
in this section are rather preliminary. There is a very interesting recent development by
Matoussi, Piozin and Possamai [17] in the context of doubly reflected second-order BS-
DEs, which extends the DRBSDE in Section 3 to the nonlinear expectation framework.
Under the condition that the upper barrier U is a semimartingale, they obtain the well-
posedness of the equation, whose Y component is by definition a G-semimartingale. We
believe their a priori estimates is a first step towards our conjecture, at least for the
decomposition of their solution Y, and we hope to address the issue more thoroughly in
some future research.
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